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Statement of the Problem
The problem in this study was to ascertain the dif¬
ferences in attitudes of disciplinarians and non-dis¬
ciplinarians with respect to the use of corporal punishment
as a means of managing students' behavior in DeKalb County
high schools.
Methodology
An expost facto research design was employed in this
study. Thirty-eight assistant principals from twenty-two
DeKalb County high schools were the subjects used in this
study. A personal data questionnaire and a corporal punish¬
ment opinionnaire were used to collect the data.
Four tables are contained in Chapter 3 and 4. There
are four null hypotheses which were tested at the .05 level
of significance by the t-test.
Summary of Findings
As a result of the null hypotheses tested, the fol¬
lowing findings are summarized;
There was no statistical significant difference
between the responses of the disciplinarians and
non-disciplinarians on the educational and
liberalist sub-section of the scale; however,
there was on the psychological and legalist




The following conclusion is evident:
There is agreement about the use of corporal
punishment as a means of controlling student
behavior in DeKalb County high schools by
disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians as
measured on the educational and liberalist
sub-sections of the scale; however, there
are diverging opinions on the psychological
and legalist sub-sections of the scale.
Implications
Implications from this study indicate the necessity
for the DeKalb County Board of Education to:
1. Provide more in-service training in
discipline, instruction and the
coordination of the disciplinary and
instructional program for all potential
administrators.
2. Examine the selection process for high
school administrators.
Recommendations
From the evidence presented in this study the
recommendations are:
1. Conduct more studies on legal and psychological
aspects of corporal punishment without
duplication of present study.
2. Provide for parental, student and community
input into discipline program.
3. Explore various ranges of alternatives to
corporal punishment.
4. Make present study available to administrators
in DeKalb County high schools.
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CHAPTER I
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Introduction
One of the most difficult tasks facing school systems
today is that of establishing and maintaining order in the
classroom. Since the origin of p\±>lic education, there have
been problems associated with pupil behavior in the class¬
room. There is some evidence that pupil behavior has
eroded even more during recent years. Discipline continues
to be regarded as the major concern facing the local public
schools. Evidence from recent studies by Phi Delta Kappa's
13th Annual Gallup Poll of the Public's Attitudes Toward
the Public Schools also supports this view.^
Historically, many educators have relied on the
phenomenon called punishment in a vain attempt at dealing
with student behavior problems. Today, however, the
"corporal" phase of punishment, as well as punishment in
general, as a disciplinary technique is being re-examined
by boards of education, citizens advisory groups, scholars,
and educational organizations.
^George H, Gallup, "The 13th Annual Gallup Poll of
the Public's Attitudes Toward the Public Schools," Phi Delta
Kappa 63 (September 1981); 53.
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This study provides information on the attitudes
of administrators who are in charge of discipline in their
respective high schools and the attitude of the
administrator in charge of curriculum. It sought to
determine if there was a significant difference in the
attitudes of both administrators as to whether corporal
punishment should be used as a form of discipline in
managing students' behavior in DeKalb County high schools.
Statement of the Problem
The problem of this study was to ascertain the dif¬
ferences in the attitudes of disciplinarians and non¬
disciplinarians with respect to the use of corporal punish¬
ment in DeKalb County high schools.
The DeKalb County School District which encompasses
an area of 265 square miles in the city of Atlanta is per¬
ceived to be refined and very productive. For instance,
through an instructional program which ranges from kinder¬
garten through post-secondary level, diverse educational
services are provided to students of all ages. In addition,
it provides extensive opportunities for those with special
educational needs. Also, comprehensive services are provided
throughout the system—a wide network of instructional
facilities. According to the records, there are 80 elemen¬
tary schools, twenty-two high schools and other special
service centers. The records also show that over the last
ten years, the percentage of professional faculty holding a
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master's degree or higher tripled, increasing from 24.1
percent in 1969-70 to 64.4 percent in 1979-80.
The system—in all its programs and services—has an
enrollment of over 138,000. Students enrolled in DeKalb
programs range from preschool to college level. The antici¬
pated total enrollment K-12 for 1980-81 is 78,600. Also
the anticipated total enrollment for kindergarten through
seventh year level (elementary) is 44,000, eighth through
twelfth year (secondary) is 33,000, and special education
(self-contained classes) is 1,600. In addition, the average
daily attendance is 94.3 percent.
The school system which has 325 school buses with
daily mileage of 24,000 miles over 750 routes transports
50,000 students daily. The bus service includes stops
located on or outside a one-mile radius of the school
(inside radius only if distance extends one and one-half
miles by nearest practical route), and transportation is
available to any student who walks to an established bus
stop.
Moreover, the school system is the biggest employer
in DeKalb County and the largest school operation in
Georgia. The seven member Board of Education, who serve
four year terms, provide quality educational opportunities
with available resources. One of the things that the Board
does is issue a brochure entitled "Student Offenses and
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Discipline Procedures" which is given to each student at
the beginning of the school year. This brochure covers
offenses which students commit and the disposition the
administrator in charge of discipline may use. The dis¬
positions are namely: (a) referral to counselor, (b)
detention, (c) in-school suspension, (d) out of school
suspension, (e) corporal punishment and (f) recommendation
for expulsion from the regular DeKalb schools.
Even though the DeKalb system is perceived to be
refined and the overall pupil-professional staff ratio
which enhances teaching/learning process is 22.1, there
has been a great deal of controversy over the use of
corporal punishment as a means of managing student behavior
in high schools.
The researcher has sought better understanding
of the attitudes of disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians
as they relate to the use of corporal punishment in DeKalb
County high schools.
Purpose of the Study
The purposes of this study are as follows:
1. To measure the attitude of disciplinarians
and non-disciplinarians as it relates to the
use of corporal punishment in managing student
behavior in the classrooms in DeKalb County
high schools, and
To inform the DeKalb County Board of Education
of the findings in this study to possibly
aid or assist in determining the future use





The terms defined below are important in this study.
They should be used to facilitate reading the remainder of
this thesis.
1. Behavior—Any act of an organism, either
internal or external, which can be observed
and measured.
2. Behavior Management—For the purposes of this
study behavior management shall mean the
control exercised by supervisor over a
subordinate, especially the direct control
of conduct and punishment for misconduct.
3. Constitution—The written instrument agreed
upon by the people as the absolute rule of
action, establishing the character and con¬
ception of government and laying the basic
principles to which its internal life is to be
conformed.
4. Corporal Punishment—The infliction of bodily
pain as a penalty for doing something which
has been disapproved by the punisher.
5. Discipline—An atmosphere where the proper
choices are the more reasonable choices.
6. Disciplinarian—The administrator who is given
the responsibility for the management of
student behavior in the school.
7. Due Process—A prosecution or suit instituted
must follow prescribed forms and solemnities
for ascertaining guilt or determining title of
property. The essential elements of due
process of law are notice, the opportunity to
be heard, and to defend in orderly proceeding.
8. Educational Theory—Actions taken are based
generally on sound educational principles as
derived from various disciplines and past experi¬
mental happenings. The educational theorist is
characterized by (a) a reliance on past experi¬
ences, common sense, and educational training,
and (b) a concern for the child as well as the
school staff.
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9 . Fift±i Amendment—No person shall be twice put
in jeopardy of life or limb for the same
offense "nor be deprived of life, liberty,
or property, without due process of law."
10. Fourteenth Amendment—No state shall make
or enforce any law which shall abridge the
privileges or immunities of citizens of the
United States; nor shall any state deprive
any person of life, liberty, or property,
without due process of law; nor deny to
any person within its jurisdiction the equal
protection of the laws.
11. In Loco Parentis—In the place of the parent;
charged with the parent's rights, duties, and
responsibilities.
12. Legalist Theory—Actions are based predominantly
on the results of court decisions, case law,
judicial directives cind other legal aspects.
Legalists are characterized by emphasis on
protection of the rights of the individuals,
often to the point of excessive rules and
regulations.
13. Legalistic Approach—The use of actions providing
they are within federal, state and local guide¬
lines. Emphasis is placed on the rights of the
individual, often at the expense of the masses.
14. Liberalist Theory—Actions taken are often the
results of existing rules and regulations such
that they can be used against the "system".
Liberalists are characterized by (a) an excessive
desire to have limited rules and regulations
unless they are perceived as supporting their
positions, (b) concern for the right of the
individual which is considered to be paramount,
and (c) dissident actions to accomplish their
goals.
15. Non-Disciplinarian—The administrator who is in
charge of the instructional program, which deals
with making the master schedule, coordinate the
curriculum and all other problems dealing with
instruction.
16. Psychological Theory—Actions taken are the
result of an analysis of the present situation,
the stimuli involved, and the projected outcome
of thse factors. The psychological theorist is
characterized by (a) emphasis on determining
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causal factors, and (b) concern for future
behavior after application of stimuli.
17. Punishment—The potential of all operants
to produce events which will weaken their
occurrence in the future. The two broad
types of punishment are (a) positive
punishment—events which weaken future
occurrence by the presentation of stimuli,
and (b) negative punishment—events which
weaken future occurrence by the removal of
stimuli.
18. School Administrator—An individual employed
by a public school system and certified by the
State Department of Education. This person is
assigned for at least 50 percent of his time
in an administrative position and is directly
responsible for handling disciplinary and
instructional matters.
19. Regulation—A rule or order prescribed for
management or government; control by rule,
principle, or system.
20. Statute—The written will of the legislature
expressed according to forms necessary to
constitute it in the law of the state.
21. Stimulus-Response Theory—An external or
internal event that results in an alteration
of a person's behavior.
Limitations
The study was limited to assistant principals in
all twenty-two DeKalb County high schools.
The instriament was administered to the administrators
in charge of discipline and those in charge of instruction.
The study was limited to the attitudes on corporal
punishment. The definition of corporal punishment corre¬
sponds to that given in the section on key terms.
“8-
Although there are broad implications on the per¬
ception of corporal punishment, the respondents were in
close agreement as to its use in DeKalb County schools.
Selection of Subjects
The subjects in this study consist of assistant
principals in charge of discipline and assistant principals
in charge of instruction in DeKalb County high schools.
Procedural Steps
A packet consisting of a letter of introduction, a
personal data questionnaire and an opinionnaire on corporal
punishment was sent to each assistant principal in charge
of discipline and each assistant principal in charge of
instruction in all twenty-two DeKalb County high schools
requesting them to return the material within one month.
After the packets were returned to the investigator,
data were completed, findings were reported and appropriate
conclusions, implications and recommendations were formulated.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
The ageless problem of finding the most effective
methods of disciplining students is still present today as
educators continue to seek better ways of coping with
student behavior management problems. Three areas of
literature pertinent to this problem were investigated:
(a) that which comes from professional educators, educa¬
tional journals, and school policy statements; (b) material
from selected court cases and legal documents to illustrate
the role of the legalist; and (c) literature from educa¬
tional, child, and social psychology to examine the theories
and interrelationships of human behavior.
Background of Student Behavior Management
There have been many controversies surrounding the
pijblic schools but none have been more fiercely debated in
the last few years than the question of student behavior
management. Concern about this problem has been on the
increase in recent years and promises to continue to grow
in the foreseeable future. Recognition of the crucial role
-9-
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of the early years in the development of the young has
sparked a movement that is seeking to redefine student
behavior management under the law and in the eyes of
society in general. New organizations such as The
Children's Defense Fund and established ones such as The
American Civil Liberties Union have become active in the
controversy.
Perhaps the greatest single factor in this upsurge
of interest is the awareness, as a result of the civil
rights movement, that students also have rights. These
rights were recognized by the courts as early as 1853.^
Historically the practice of mistreating pupils has
had widespread acceptance. According to Pallas in 1973,
both the Hebrews and the Egyptians permitted and even
condoned corporal punishment of children. This close link
between instruction and chastisement has been one of the
grirmest of truths in the history of behavior management.
Schools in ancient Greece and Rome, renaissance Italy, and
modern Europe all paid respect to Plato's reference to
Athenian schoolboys being straightened with "threats and
beatings like a warped and twisted plank."
For centuries caning, beating, and flogging of
pupils were regarded as standard operating procedures to
^A. Pallas, "Corporal Punishment: Ancient Practice
in Modern Times," The Clearing House 47 (1973): 313.
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stimulate learning and discovirage misbehavior. During the
Middle Ages when most schools in Western society came under
the authority of the Christian church, corporal punishment
was defended on religious grounds. In 1970, Magnuson
stated that, "In the doctrine of original sin, children
were in a permanent state of depravity and, therefore,
subject to periodic punishment for their sinfulness."^ In
Proverbs 23:13-14, it is stated, "Withhold not correction
from the child; for if thou beatest him with the rod, he
shall not die. Thou shall beat him with the rod, and shall
2
deliver his soul from hell."
With the Exodus from Europe in the New World, the
Puritans brought this traditional practice of whipping
children with them to America where it flourished. According
to Gerald Unks, Procrustes—that mythical robber who
stretched his victims or cut off their legs to make them
fit the length of his bed—seemed to be the patron saint of
our school system. He further stated that, "In its efforts
to produce confoimiity to its absurd rules and irrelevant
curricula, the school system will use the most violent and
arbitrary means. It is virtually axiomatic that schools do
not change to fit the students they are supported to serve.
^R. P. Magnum, "Pupil Control in English and French
Schools," The Education Digest 36 (1970); 25-27.
2proverbs 23:13, 14.
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Rather, kids are stretched or cut off to fit the bed of
pain the school has preordained for them."^
Much of the contemporary concern for student behavior
management has grown out of the activities of the fifties
and sixties when so many of society's inequities and
injustices were aired. The civil rights movement dramatized
the legal and social restraints to be placed on all minors.
During this time the courts were often filled with self-
proclaimed oppressed groups. As a result, students were
notably successful in achieving greater control over their
lives. The new-found freedom soon moved from higher educa¬
tion into the public schools.
Today's educators and parents are the heirs of a long
line of child mistreatment, child study, clinical observa¬
tion, and other attempts to effectively manage students.
Cass stated that, "The result has been an effort to humanize
the schools, to make society more aware of the special needs
of children, and to expand the legal protection afforded
them.
Today, children and adults are guaranteed equal rights
under the constitution and laws of the federal and state
governments.
^Gerald Unks, "Teaching by Torment," The High School
Journal (Noveinber 1980) ; 33.
2
J. Gross, "What's Right for Children," Saturday
Review World (May 1974); 44.
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Use of Corporal Punishment in
Behavior Management
Maurer defined the word "punishment" as coming from
the same root word as "penalty" and "pain." When prefaced
by "corporal," the meaning is unmistakably that of pain,
usually brought on by some instrument such as a paddle
wielded by the punishing agent. Besides paddling, Maurer
categorized other forms of corporal punishment as stuffing
the mouth with paper, using masking tape as a gag, shaking,
pulling the ear, lifting by the hair, or throwing against
the wall or floor. Clearly, to pin down a definition of
corporal punishment is most difficult.
Although difficult to define, many state laws not
only permit the use of corporal punishment in the schools,
but some even prohibit local school boards from banning it.
Eight states have enacted statutes since 1968 explicitly
legalizing the practice. In fact, according to Nash in
1962, corporal punishment is permitted in various shapes
and forms in most parts of the English-speaking world.
In the United States there is no general law specifically
concerned with corporal punishment though each state has
the power to make such laws. The legality of corporal
punishment is dependent upon the state and local school
district in which the teacher is located; it can range from
virtually "anything goes" to complete abstention.
As a result of some earlier situations throughout the
United States, the NEA Representative Assembly in its annual
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meeting in 1971 recommended that a task force be established
to study corporal punishment. In 1972, this Task Force on
Corporal Punishment was appointed and began to investigate
the various aspects of the problem. The Task Force arrived
at fifteen general conclusions:
1. Physical punishment is an ineffective way
to maintain order; it usually has to be
repeated over and over.
2. Physical punishment may increase disruptive
behavior.
3. Physical punishment is not suitable for all
children, regardless of their socioeconomic
status.
4. Physical punishment is often used on students
who are physically weaker and smaller than the
teacher.
5. Physical punishment is often a symptom of
frustration rather than a disciplinary
procedure.
6. Physical punishment does not develop self-
discipline .
7. Infliction of physical punishment is detri¬
mental to the educator.
8. Physical punishment develops oppressive
hostility.
9. Physical punishment teaches that might is right.
10. Physical punishment by educators is not com¬
parable to that inflicted by parents.
11. Students may prefer physical punishment to
other alternatives offered to them.
12. Limitations on the way physical punishment
is used are often regularly ignored.
-IS¬
IS. Physical punishment is legal in many places,
but its constitutionality is being challenged
in several court suits.
14. The availability of physical punishment
discourages teachers from seeking more
effective means of discipline.
15. The use of physical punishment inclines
everyone in the school community to regard
students as less than human and the school
as dehumanizing.1
In the city of Dallas alone/ 24,035 instances of
corporal punishment were recorded for the 1971-72 school
year, some of them so severe as to require medical attention
and, in several cases, hospitalization. These, of coxirse,
did not include the hundreds of presumed incidents not
reported. For instance, Gerald Unks observed in a
Washington, D.C. area private school that male student
nonconformists were dealt with in this manner:
They must roll up their trousers to their
knees. Using a yardstick, the teacher
then swats them on the calves of their
legs until they wet their pants. Wet
pants are the signal to stop—with one
exception; one boy popped all the
buttons off his slacks prior to urinating,
and the teacher judged that to be sufficient.2
Some teachers have used the argviment that corporal
punishment is the only thing some kids understand. Accord¬
ing to the NEA Task Force report in 1972, this simply means
that "some kids" have not been exposed to any other forms
^National Education Association, Report of the Task
Force on Corporal Punishment (Washington, D.C.: National
Education Association, 19721, p. 7.
^Gerald Unks, "Teaching by Torment," The High School
Journal (November 19801; 33.
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of disciplines. Also this idea in practice is often used
to discriminate against poor people and minority groups.
Scope of Legal Control
The power to make rules and to enforce them is a
characteristic of public institutions which deal with large
numbers of people. It is essential that public schools, as
arms of state government, be able to assure the efficient
and consistent operation of the schools by establishing
certain behavior management regulations for students. These
guidelines must be well established and legally enforceable.
Most people agree that school boards make an educa¬
tional policy, administrators execute it, and teachers
translate it into daily experiences. Under this system
governmental agencies support and monitor educational
agencies, but the policy-making authority is generally
left to the local boards.
In 1972, American Jurisprudence substantiates the fact
that school boards in all states have expressed or implied
powers to adopt rules and regulations relating to behavior
management. A general summary of the school's authority
to maintain reasonable disciplinary standards and to punish
students for misconduct is recorded in this volume.
It states.
Generally . . . the conduct of pupils
directly relating to and affecting the
-17-
management of a school and its efficiency
is within the proper regulation of the
school authorities. Such authorities are
necessarily invested with broad discretion
in the government and discipline of pupils.
The court will not interfere with its
exercise unless it has been illegally or
unreasonably used.l
The same source adds,
A teacher has the power to punish a pupil
for all acts which are detrimental to the
good order and best interest of the school,
and for any breach of rules and regulations
which it is within the power of the school
authorities to adopt, whether such acts are
committed in school hours or after the pupil
has returned home.2
Guidelines for legal behavior management come from
two main sources. Since education is presumed to be a
right and a responsibility of the individual states, the
statutes developed and enforced by the various states form
the first set of guidelines. These statutes are often
general, and they become the framework upon which the
various state departments of education develop their educa¬
tional patterns. The statutes, however, may also be
specific and require a teacher to do or refrain from doing
a particualr act. Educators are presximed to be aware of
these statutory requirements.
The second set of guidelines is determined by case
law. Often no specific statutory law covers the implications
American Jiirisprudence, 2nd. ed., (Rochester, New York
The Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, 1972, code
section 167), p. 422.
2Ibid.
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of a particular situation in which the educator is involved.
The decision rendered is a case by the court based upon
generally accepted behavior and the general intent of
society as shown through the legislature. It, in effect,
becomes law.
Typically, statutes grant to boards of education,
board powers and some specific powers related to student
behavior management. In some states, in order to maintain
proper disciplinary control, an educator may be permitted
to resort to some degree of force. Such actions are
generally not prohibited by statutes, although local boards
of education may establish such a guiding policy. One degree
of force is corporal punishment, and it is legally permitted
in some states. Georgia is one such state. Other states,
however, do not permit corporal punishment.
The U.S. Supreme Court has recently made two very
significant judgements regarding discipline in the schools.
The first decision, taken on April 23, 1975, was the more
important, although no opinion was offered to substantiate
the decision. Consequently, the Court simply supported a
lower court ruling in the case of Baker v. Owen. In support¬
ing the decision, the High Court agrees to three specifi¬
cations;
First, that school officials may employ,
over parental objections, corporal punish¬
ment to restrain or correct pupils and to
maintain order.
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Second, specification is that there is no
definitive statement as to what is
reasonable. Finally, the Court agreed
with the lower Court statement. Although
the weight of legal authority still permits
corporal punishment of public school
children, the child (and the parents) has
the legitimate interest in avoiding un¬
necessary or arbitrary infliction of a
punishment that would be completely dis¬
allowed as to an adult. . . . Indeed, it is
questionable at best whether the law would
now privilege any degree of corporal punish¬
ment of an adult.1
The opinion was based upon previous U.S. Supreme Court
decisions prohibiting the strapping of prisoners, the
flogging of sailors, the corporal disciplining of wives by
husbands, and the corporal disciplining of employees by
employers. Therefore, to protect the student, the High
Court ruled the following important procedures:
First, the use of corporal punishment must
be approved, not in each individual instance
but in principle, by the principal before
it may be used in a particular school.
Second, except for those acts of misconduct
which are so antisocial or disruptive in
nature as to shock the conscience, corporal
punishment may never be used unless the
student was informed beforehand. That
specific misbehavior could occasion its
use, and, subject to this exception, it
should never be employed as a first line
of punishment for misbehavior.
Third, a teacher or principal must punish
corporally in the presence of a second
school official (teacher or principal), who
must be informed beforehand and in the
student's presence of the reason for the
punishment.
^Meryl Englander, "The Court's Corporal Punishment
Mandate to Parents, Local Authorities, and the Profession,
Phi Delta Kappan (April 1978): 529-30.
II
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Finally, an official who administered such
punishment must provide the child's parent,
upon request, a written explanation of his
reasons and the name of the second official
who was present.1
The Supreme Court's majority decision on April, 1977,
in the Florida case of Ingraham v. Wright is perhaps less
significant than the individual opinions offered by the
justices in that case. Basically, the U.S. Supreme Court's
second decision was to continue permitting corporal punish¬
ment in public schools. In Ingraham v. Wright four justices
dissented, but five (Blackman, Burger, Powell, Rehnquist,
and Stewart) decided that no constitutional violation is
involved in using corporal punishment to discipline students.
The decision caused a furor in the press and created a great
deal of misunderstanding in the school community. Conse¬
quently, the case broke little or new ground and no startling
new rules were established. The High Court, however, did not
sanction excessive punishments; it did not say that due
process safeguard for students are no longer in effect.
What the court said was that. Paddling of students cannot
be equated with the maltreatment of criminals. Corporal
punishment of students, by itself, is not 'cruel and unusual
punishment' as meant by the Eighth Amendment of the U.S.
2
Constitution." As a result, the following fifteen
^Ibid., p. 530.
2Robert J. Simpson, "Fifteen Things You Need to Know
About Corporal Punishment in Schools," The American School
Board Journal (October 1977) : 30-31.
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guidelines were based on Ingraham and on the continuing
case law developed over the years:
1. Check state laws.
2. Examine community attitudes.
3. Provide student handbooks.
4. Describe punishable offenses.
5. Define who may paddle.
6. Determine which students are exempt.
7. Avoid excesses.
8. Choose the instrument with care.
9. Know where to paddle.
10. Don't forget due process.
11. Have a witness present.
12. File a report.
13. Paddling should be by the same sex.
14. Be careful about off-campus incidents.
15. Avoid parent-teacher conflict.!
Marion F. Danger of the American Orthopsychiatric
Association said that evidence showed that the use of
coproral punishment is on the increase. As she stated,
"Recent developments that affect schools may cause school
authorities to be more prone to physically punish students




Myron Brenton, "A Further Look at Corporal Punish¬
ment," Today's Education, November and December 1978, p. 51.
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Basically, schools are open institutions where
students enjoy the support of family and friends and are
almost always accompanied by other students and teachers.
Education Development of
Behavior Management
The educational approach to student behavior manage¬
ment has generally comprised of a myriad of philosophies.
Legally, in spite of the challenges to the concept of in
loco parentis, the law has permitted the educator to
utilize broad implied powers. Psychologically, the educator
has been viewed in terms of an external stimulus which,
when mixed with other stimuli, has certain causal effects
on students.
The lack of clinical information on student behavior
management has caused some educators to question the use of
physical punishment on students. The NEA Task Force listed
four of the most cited reasons:
1. It's necessary to protect teachers and maintain
a functioning, learning environment.
2. It's good for students.
3. The school clients favor it.
4. It's legal.^
Bagley questioned whether it was the responsibility
of the school to even develop controls of conduct. An
^National Education Association, Report to the Task
Force on Corporal Punishment (Washington, D.C.: National
Education Association, 1972), p. 8.
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article by Vredevore (1965) in the Bulletin of the National
Association of Secondary School Principals reported results
of interviews on corporal punishment as a method of student
behavior management in the United States, Canada, and
fourteen European and Middle East countries.
1. Corporal punishment is a means of dealing
with the symptoms, not the cause.
2. Those usually given corporal punishment
are used to it and, as a result, it has
little deterrent effect in some cases.
3. Corporal punishment and teaching as a
profession do not belong together.
4. Expulsion or segregation has greater effect
on the student than corporal punishment.
5. The use of corporal punishment is usually
employed by those who should not be permitted
to use it. They seek to eliminate or control
a problem rather than solve it.
6. An increasing number of districts legislate
against the use of corporal punishment or so
regulate its use that it has greatly
decreased as a practice in disciplinary
cases.1
The NEA Task Force in its in-depth study of corporal
punishment did not formulate a position on whether punish¬
ment alone was an effective foimi of discipline. The NEA
Research Division did find that corporal punishment was
one of the most commonly imposed forms of punishment in the
public schools. This same source found that where programs
^L. E. Vredevore, "School Discipline; Third Report on
Study of Students and School Discipline in the United States
and other Countries," Bulletin of the National Association
of Secondary School Principals 49 (.1975); 215-216.
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emphasized prevention as well as correction of misbehavior,
the discipline policies were based upon principles of
developmental psychology. The penalties for misbehavior
were corrective in nature and directly related to the mis¬
behavior .
Those educators who favor corporal punishment may lack
information about the range of disciplinary methods. The
president of the Pittsb\argh Teachers Federation commented,
"Until somebody comes up with an alternative, we'll support
it (corporal punishment). It's a quick way to show dis¬
approval .
The general trend in the 1960's was against the
infliction of physical pain. Dobson alleged that as a
result of this trend the degree of student management
exercised by school authorities had never been so minimal.
He further observed that, "Adherence to a standard is an
important element of discipline. It is a great mistake to
require nothing of children—to place no demands on thier
behavior. How inaccurate is the belief that . . . self-
2
discipline is a product of self-indulgence."
In 1975, Cothran cited one study which showed that the
behavioral problems in the schools had created such a furor
^National Education Association, Report of the Task
Force on Corporal Punishment, p. 6.
2
J. Dobson, Dare to Discipline (Wheaton, Illinois:
Tyndale House, 1974), p. 94.
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that many urban teachers were concerned for their personal
safety. Some educators felt that stricter rules and
regulations, backed up by strong corporal punishment
practices, were a partial answer to this problem. B. O.
Smith in 1969 disagreed, saying that, "Rough and threaten¬
ing behavior (on the part of the teacher) tends to lead to
disruptive conduct."^ In 1971, according to Clarizio,
rough and harsh qualities on the part of the teacher tended
2
to increase disruptive behavior.
Eugene Howard concurred that, "Research regarding the
effects of this penalty is inconsistent, and it leans
toward the conclusion that it is more harmful than useful
(by causing the student to become aggressive)."^ He
further stated that, "We are opposed to corporal punishment
both on practical and philosophical grounds. It is, we
believe, inconsistent for a principal who hits kids to ask
4
them to stop hitting one another."
In his analysis of research on punishment, Anthony F.
Bongiovanni concurred that corporal punishment is not
effective in producing durable behavior change. He stated
that, "It is potentially harmful to students, school
^B. 0. Smith, "Discipline," Encyclopedia of Educational
Research, 4th ed. (New York: Macmillan Co., 1969), p. 296.
2h. F. Clarizo, Toward Positive Classroom Discipline
New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1971), p. 47.
^Eugene R. Howard, School Discipline Desk Book (New
York: Parker Publishing, Inc., 1978), p. 77.
4lbid.
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personnel, and property, aid it is highly impractical in
light of the controls required for maximal effectiveness,
which can only be achieved by strict adherence to the basic
factors and principles which have been identified in
empirical research."^
Rosenshine and Furst are noted for their research on
the effects of punishment on academic achievement. Their
findings revealed that, "Extreme forms of punishment are
. 2
counterproductive to learning."
Even though the sixties showed a reduction in the
support for corporal punishment, Pallas cited an NEA survey
which indicated a higher percentage of teachers favoring it.
The survey showed that 72 percent of the teachers surveyed
were in favor of retaining corporal punishment in the
elementary schools. The reasons given were varied but the
trend in the early seventies was to retain this method of
punishment. This, according to Miller, was due in part to
what law enforcement officers stated had "been a definite
3
increase in violence in urban schools."
Even though opinions and data have varied from time
to time and person to person as to the actual status of
corporal punishment, there has seemed to be general agree¬
ment among educators that the best disciplinarians put the
^Irvin A. Human and James H. Wive, eds.. Corporal
Punishment in American Education (Philadelphia: Temple
University Press, 1979), p. 367.
^ibid., p. 391.
3t. J. Miller, "Inner City's Problems Move to the
Suburbs," Atlanta Constitution, 1975, p. 14.
-27-
emphasis on avoiding problems rather than being forced
into remediation situations.
It is little wonder that educators have been
criticized because they could not agree on a workable
philosophy of pupil control. It is unfortunate that the
courts have had to intervene and issue certain standards
for the control of students. This, however, should not
reflect poorly on the ability of educators as even the
United States Supreme Court has often split five to four
in its interpretation of laws pertaining to students.
Psychological Aspects of
Corporal Punishment
Much has been written about the dangers of harsh,
oppressive punishment in the schools. An equal amount has
been written about the lack of punishment in the schools.
According to Dobson, the pendulum has swept back and forth
regularly between the severe and tyrannical punishment of
the 1930's and the instructured permissiveness of the 1950's.
He stated that, "It was for parents and educators alike to
realize that both extremes leave their characteristic scars
on the lives of young people.
The American public has been subjected to many varied
opinions regarding student punishment. Dobson cited one
possible reason for the wealth of disagreement over manage¬
ment as follows: "The principles of good discipline cannot
^Dobson, Dare to Discipline, p. 94.
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be ascertained by normal scientific research; there simply
are too many variables involved."^ Psychological Abstracts
reflected this lack of data in the area of corporal punish¬
ment. According to Maurer in 1974, there were no entries
on this topic in the ten issues of that publication through
1972, and corporal punishment has never been a siobject of
sufficient concern to experimental psychologists to merit
study. Of the 108 studies under the heading of punishment,
subjects consisted of rats, monkeys, pigeons, turtles,
roaches, undergraduates, prisoners, and alcoholics.
One of the few studies done was by Hall in 1971 and
involved the effectiveness of punishment in modifying
behavior in the classroom. None of the four variables
utilized, however, were directly associated with the use of
physical punishment. Baer in 1971 also assxjmed that
physical punishment to control student behavior went out
in the gay nineties. He stated,
I think much of our revulsion regarding
the use of punishment is based on a
reaction against the truly inhumane
conditions of many years ago—Headmasters
with canes.2
In 1972, Katz conducted an experiment to study the
effects of a punishing stimulus in the control of children's
"hitting behavior." Though loosely conducted, the study
revealed that "in the applied situations in the school
llbid.
2d, Baer, "Let's Take Another Look at Punishment,"
Psychology Today 14 COctober 1979): 360.
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that punishment . . . should be pure and without incidental,
attentional or other compensations."^ Dobson in 1974
disagreed; he said, "Warmth after punishment is essential
to demonstrate to the child that it is his behavior, not
the child himself, that is rejected."^
In 1971, McKinney found that children rarely were
able to remember or report what behavior or lack of per¬
formance preceeded a particular punishment although the
punishment itself was clearly remembered. The type of
punishment and the severity of the punishment were usually
remembered. Thus, repeated offenders seemed to illustrate
the ineffectiveness of such punishment.
According to Bigge and Hunt, there was not beneficial
carryover effort when the threat of punishment was removed;
it was commonly used again and again on the same students.
They also reported that.
Results of experiments indicate that
punishment does not permanently reduce
a tendency to respond. Thorndike's
experiments with human subjects
indicated that a reward strengthened
the behavior which preceeded it but that
punishment did not weaken it.3
Choice of punishment thus becomes the major task of
the behavior modifier. Maurer observed that the search for
^R. C. Katz, "Interactions Between the Facili.tative and
Inhibitory Effects of a Punishing Stimulus in the Control
of Children's Hitting Behavior," Child Development 42 (1972);
1446.
2
Dobson, Dare to Discipline, p. 98.
3m. L. Bigge and M. P. Hunt, Psychological Foundations
of Education (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1962), p. 327.
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an individual prescription to fit a particular child in a
particular situation requires careful observation and
individual corrective measures. Without such consideration,
"corporal punishment remains the fate of the powerless.^
In 1967, Flanders created a laboratory situation which
also showed the effect of environment on the student. He
created contrasting patterns of teacher behavior to show
how sustained patterns were disliked by students to the
point of creating anxiety. This evidence indicated that
there was often a direct correlation between the teacher
and the behavior of the pupil. Teacher behavior sometimes
generated anxieties which created behavioral problems which
in turn set up punishment situations.
The effect of repeated infliction of physical pain
is likely to be more detrimental to a teacher's mental
health than learning other methods of dealing with
frustrating circumstances. As Skinner states, "in the long
run, punishment, unlike reinforcement, works to the dis¬
advantage of both the punished organism and the punishing
agent."2
Summary
This chapter focused on background of student behavior
management, the use of corporal punishment in behavior
management, the scope of legal control in the use of corporal
^A. Maurer, "Corporal Punishment," American Psychologist
20 (1974); 614.
2b. F. Skinner, The Behavior of Organisms CNew York;
Appleton, 1938), p. 183.
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punishment, the educational development of behavior manage¬
ment, and the psychological aspects of corporal punishment.
The review of related literature points out that
for a long period of time there have been many controversies
surrounding the p\iblic schools in student behavior manage¬
ment. Much of the research done in this area was critical
of corporal punishment because of its negative effects on
students.
This study also reveals that corporal punishment is
one of the most commonly imposed punishment procedures in
the schools. The literature further indicates that even
though most states and local school boards permit the use
of corporal punishment, a more humanistic approach should




The purposes of this study are to measure the
attitudes of disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians as
they relate to the use of corporal punishment in managing
student behavior in the classrooms in DeKalb County high
schools. It also aims to inform the DeKalb County Board
of Education of the findings in this study to possibly
aid and/or assist in determining the future use of corporal
punishment as a disciplinary measure.
This study consists of the investigation of the
attitudes of disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians as
measured on a fifty item questionnaire. It also includes
a profile of the subjects who took part in the study based
on the number of participants, sex, race, age range, years
in administration, and highest degree earned.
A discussion of the selection of subjects, procediires,
description of subjects, description of the instruments,
validation of the instrument, treatment of the data, scoring
procedures, hypotheses tested, and a research design are
included in this chapter.
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Selection of Subjects and Procedures
Each school in DeKalb County has three to four admin¬
istrators at each school site. One is in charge of dis¬
cipline, one in charge of instruction, and in instances
where four are assigned, one would be in charge of attend¬
ance.
There are twenty-two high schools in DeKalb County.
The investigator selected the subjects from a master list
which included assignments for all administrators in the
high schools. A packet which included a letter of intro¬
duction, a personal data questionnaire and an opinionnaire
on corporal punishment was sent to the assistant principal
in charge of discipline and to the assistant principal in
charge of instruction requesting them to respond to the
information in the packet and return to the investigator
by a specified date.
After a reasonable amount of time, not to exceed one
month, a follow-up letter was sent to administrators who
did not respond to the first request. Administrators who
did not respond to the first or second request were con¬
tacted by the investigator by telephone, which resulted
in getting responses from administrators in nineteen schools
which was 88 percent of the total population surveyed.
Administrators from three schools, or 14 percent, did
not respond to this request. This lack of response resulted
in a present total of thirty-eight siobjects in this study.
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The data in table 1 identify the respondents accord¬
ing to disciplinarians, non-disciplinarians and racial or
ethnic make-up of each group, whereas the data in table 2
identify the respondents according to disciplinarians,
non-disciplinarians and sex make-up of each group.
TABLE 1
SUBJECTS BY RACE BY GROUPS
Subjects Nuitber Black White Other
Disciplinarians 19 7 12 0
Non-Disciplinarians 19 6 13 0
Totals 38 13 25 0
In table 1, 36 percent of the disciplinarians were
black, and 64 percent of the disciplinarians were white.
Table 1 also shows that 31 percent of the non-disciplinarians
were black and 69 percent were white.
TABLE 2
SUBJECTS BY SEX BY GROUP
Si±) jects Number Male Female
Disciplinarians 19 19 0
Non-Disciplinarians 19 11 8
Totals 38 30 8
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In table 2, 100 percent of the disciplinarians were
male and zero percent of the disciplinarians were female.
Table 2 also shows 57 percent of the non-disciplinarians
were male and 43 percent were female.
The data also show that their ages (means = 36.3),
years in administration (mean = 6.76), years in education
(mean = 14.48), and highest degree earned, (M.A.-Doctorate).
There was relatively no difference between the two groups.
Description of Instruments
A personal data questionnaire and an opinionnaire
on corporal punishment were used to solicit and record the
responses in this study.
The personal data questionnaire was constructed by
the investigator utilizing some of the elements of the
Survey of Elementary Assistant Principals in Georgia,
edited by Mullen.^
The personal data questionnaire consisted of seven
items on the subjects' race, sex, age, and years in admin¬
istration, years in education and highest degree earned.
The data received by the investigator were tabulated
and a profile on disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians
was developed (see tables 1 and 2).
^D. J. Mullen, Survey of Elementary Assistant Prin¬
cipals in Georgia, Georgia Association of Elementary School
Principals, 1972, pp. 76-93.
-36-
An instrument, developed by Bryant in 1977, was used
to survey the opinions of disciplinarians and non-dis¬
ciplinarians on their attitudes toward the use of corporal
punishment as a means of controlling students' behavior in
2
DeKalb County high schools.
The opinionnaire was developed by Bryant after con¬
sulting with experts in the field and making use of data
from related literature. The opinionnaire on corporal
punishment was constructed to assess the attitudes of
respondents toward the use of a punishing stimulus (corporal
punishment) in student behavior management.
The instrument consisted of fifty items whereby each
sub-section consisted of a total of ten items each. The
four sub-sections are identified as statements of; educa¬
tional, legal, psychological and liberalist. Further, there
was a fifth sub-section comprised of ten distractor items.
These remaining ten items occurred as every fifth item
(see Appendix D).
TABLE 3
BREAKDOWN OF ITEMS PER CATEGORY
Educational Psychological Legalist Liberalist Distractor
Items Items Items Items Items
1 2 3 4 5
6 7 8 9 16
^James A. Bryant, "An Analysis of the Perceived Atti¬
tudes and Behavioral Responses of Disciplinarians and Their
Use of a Selected Punishing Stimulus" (Ph.D. dissertation,
Georgia State University, p. 80).
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TABLE 3—Continued
Educational Psychological Legalist Liberalist Distractor
Items Items Items Items Items
11 12 13 14 15
16 17 18 19 20
21 22 23 24 25
26 27 28 29 30
31 32 33 34 35
36 37 38 39 40
41 42 43 44 45
46 47 48 49 50
A Likert type scale was used to measure the responses
from the opinionnaire on corporal punishment. The range
from a score of one (meaning strong agreement) of five
(meaning strong disagreement).
Validation of Instrument
James Bryant, author of the instrument, validated it
by (a) submitting the opinionnaire for review to a panel
of fifteen experts representing the four areas of investi¬
gation, and (b) field testing the opinionnaire in a local
metropolitan school system.^
The panel that reviewed the instrximents was composed
of associate superintendents of schools, a university
^Ibid., p. 81.
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professor, and representatives of liberalist groups in
Georgia. Their background in the field of education or
their knowledge of the corporal punishment issue provided
panel members with significant qualifications for deter¬
mining the adequacy of each item in contributions to the
purpose of the investigative instrument.^
Scoring Procedures
On a Likert type scale each subject was asked to score
each item on the opinionnaire on corporal punishment which
consisted of fifty items.
A five point scale ranging from a numerical value of
one,meaning strong agreement, to a numerical value of five,
meaning strong disagreement, was used to score the responses.
For each of the sub-scores there was a total of ten
items, each representing educational, psychological, legal
and liberalist orientations.
The instrument was scored by summing the ten items
responses in each category and dividing the total by ten
which brought the answer back to the five point scale where
the mean point score for each variable was tabulated.
Even though the total instrument included fifty items,





The study was designed to test the following
hypothesis;
H,: The non-disciplinarians will score higher
on the "educational" scale in their
attitudes toward corporal punishment than
the disciplinarians.
H_; The non-disciplinarians will score higher
on the "psychological" scale in their
attitude toward corporal punishment than
the disciplinarians.
H,: The disciplinarians will score higher on^ the "legalist" scale in their attitude
toward corporal punishment than the non¬
disciplinarians .
H.: The non-disciplinarians will score higher
on the "liberalist" scale in their attitude
toward corporal punishment than the
disciplinarians.
Research Design
The design for the study was an ex post facto.
Mouly presents the view that: "an ex post facto research
design is a relatively questionable quasi-experimental
design, in which a particular characteristic of a given
group is investigated with a view to identifying its
antecedents." This is experimentation in reverse; instead
of taking groups that are equivalent and exposing them to
different treatment with a view to promoting differences to
be measured, the ex post facto experiment begins with a
given effect and seeks the experimental facto that brought
it about. The obvious weakness of such an "experiment" is
that we have no control over the situations that have already
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occurred and we can never be sure of how many other cir¬
cumstances might have been involved.^
There was a two group comparison which consisted of
assistant principals in charge of discipline and assistant
principals in charge of instruction.
The focus of the study was to measure their attitudes
on the four variables which were educational, legal,
psychological, and liberalist orientation toward the use
of corporal punishment as a means of controlling student
behavior.
Treatment of Data
Data from this study utilized mean comparisons of
the categories of subject respondents on the opinionnaire
on corporal punishment. Comparisons were made across all
responses categories for both disciplinarians and non¬
disciplinarians .
The four sub-scales on which the respondents were
compared were educational, legalist, psychological and
liberalist orientation.
A t-test was employed to establish statistical
significance on the four measured sub-scales at the .05
level of significance.
Summary
Chapter 3 focused on subjects in this study in which
there was a total of thirty-eight; nineteen assistant
Ipaul D. Leedy, Practical Research Planning and Design
(New York: Macmillan and Company, 1974), p. 155.
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principals in charge of discipline and nineteen assistant
principals in charge of instruction, respectively. The
methods used to solicit information from the subjects were
a personal data questionnaire and a corporal punishment
opinionnaire.
An ex post facto research deisgn was employed. Com¬
parisons were made across all responses categories from
the opinionnaire for disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians,
and a t-test was employed to establish statistical signifi¬
cance.
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
This chapter reports and analyzes the data obtained
in the study.
Analysis of the data collected was carried out in
accordance with the procedures outlined in Chapter III.
The statistical treatment of the data collected on the
opinionnaire on corporal punishment is discussed in this
chapter. The hypotheses were accepted or rejected on the
basis of the critical value of the t-test. The .05 level
of statistical significance was used as the criterion for
acceptance or rejection.
A discussion of the results of the data (see table 4)
from the opinionnaire on corporal punishment are discussed,
the scoring procedure for the instrument is outlined, the
definitions of the scale ranges are described, and the
abbreviations for indentification of criteria are indicated
below.
In all tables, abbreviations for identification





Definition of Scale Ranges - Sub-sections I-V
SA A N D SD
1 2 3 4 5
The definition of responses are as follows:
A mean score between .05 - 1.5 = strong agreement
A mean score between 1.6 - 2.5 = agreement
A mean score between 2.6 - 3.5 = neutral (no opinion)
A mean score between 3.6 - 4.5 = disagreement
A mean score between 4.5 - 5.5 = strong disagreement
Discussion of Data
The four stated hypotheses served as a basis for the
discussion that follows. The findings will be discussed
under four sub-sections. The four sxab-sections will be
items pertaining to the educationalist variable; items
pertaining to the psychological variable; items pertaining
to the legalist variable; and items pertaining to the
liberalist variable.
The data in table 4 represent the results of the
responses of the non-disciplinarians and disciplinarians
to a fifty-item opinionnaire on corporal punishment.
In this chapter for the purpose of presentation, the
hypotheses will be stated in the null form.
TABLE 4
A PRESENTATION OF THE SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE
MEAN SCORE FOR DISCIPLINARIANS AND NON-DISCIPLINARIANS
FOR EACH OF THE FOUR VARIABLES MEASURED BY THE


















































.06 .127 .47 .643
* Significant at the .05 level of significance.
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Items Pertaining to the Educational
Variable Sub-section
The instrument contains ten items in the educational
variable to solicited opinions and responses from the
subjects.
There will be no statistical significant
difference between the responses of the
disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians
on the educational sub-section of the
scale.
Table 4 presents the results on the educationalist
variable. The results show a group mean for the dis¬
ciplinarians at the 2.92 as the group mean for the non¬
disciplinarians at 2.88 with a mean difference of .04.
The standard error of the difference between means was .133.
with a t-ratio of .30. This t-ratio of .30 did not reach
statistical significance because it was less than the
critical ratio of 2.02 at the .05 level of significance
with 36 degrees of freedom.
The results in this study do support hypotheses one
because the mean score difference for disciplinarians and
non-disciplinarians on the educational variable indicates
essential agreement in how the two respondent groups per¬
ceive corporal punishment in relation to educational
orientation( see table 4). The difference in the mean
score was not statistically significant at the .05 level,
therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted.
It was anticipated that the non-disciplinarians would
score higher on the educational variable than disciplinarians
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because this view incorporates emphasis on professional
training, common sense approach, and a concern for the
child as well as school interest in its application. This
perhaps indicates that disciplinarians, while having
primary responsibility for administering discipline in the
schools, have been exposed to a broader understanding of
the use of alternative measures to corporal punishment.
It also appears that through their education, training
and experience, disciplinarians have incorporated a wider
range of disciplinary responses into their inventory of
disciplinary actions.
Items Pertaining to the Psychological
Variable Sub-section
The instrument contains ten items in the psychological
variable to solicited responses from the subjects.
H2: There will be no statistical significant
difference between the responses of the
disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians
on the psychological sub-section of the
scale.
Table 4 also presents the results on the psychologi-
calist variable. The results show a group mean for the
non-disciplinarians at 2.33 and the group mean for the
disciplinarians at 2.63 with a mean difference of .30.
The standard error of the difference between means was .128
with a t-ratio value of 2.33. The composite ratio was
statistically significant because it exceeded the set limits
of the critical value of 2.02 at the .05 level of signifi¬
cance with 36 degrees of freedom.
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The results in this study do not support hypothesis
two because there was a statistical significant difference
in mean scores for respondent groups for the psychological
variable. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.
The computed t-ratio did not reach the critical limits at
the .05 level of significance (see table 4). Therefore the
null hypothesis was rejected.
The mean scores for the two respondent groups fell
within the agreement area of the scale, however, there
was a higher group mean score for the disciplinarians than
for the non-disciplinarians. The mean score difference for
the two groups was large enough to indicate significant
difference on the psychological variable.
Non-disciplinarians' mean scores were lower on this
variable than the disciplinarians' (see table 4). Such
was not the anticipated outcome. Non-disciplinarians were
expected to score higher on this variable since they are
expected to approach problems and take actions based on the
analysis of projected outcomes more than a singular, more
legalistic or punitive approach. This is basically con¬
sistent with the "psychological" orientation which is
characterized by (a) an emphasis on determining causal
factors and (b) concern for future behavior after the appli¬
cation of some form of intervention. However, the
difference in scores for the two groups show agreement
between disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians with regard
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to the "psychological" view on corporal punishment. The
essential agreement in how the two groups scored on this
variable might be due to the following: (a) both groups
are humanistic in their approach to dealing with student
behavior; (b) both groups had the same or similar training
in courses in educational psychology, child psychology,
human relations courses, and in some cases similar
responsibilities in all phases of school administration,
(c) both groups, because of their education and background,
will respond to questions of a psychological nature in much
the same way, and (d) both groups have several years'
experience in DeKalb County high schools.
Items Pertaining to the Legalist
Variable S\ab-section III
The instrument contains items in the legalist
variable to solicit responses from the subjects.
H-: There will be no statistical significant
difference between the responses of the
disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians
on the legalist sub-section of the scale.
Table 4 also presents the results on the legalist
variable. The results show a group mean for the non-dis¬
ciplinarians at 2.91 and the group mean for the dis¬
ciplinarians at 2.58 with a mean difference of .33. The
standard error of the mean difference between means was
.132 with a t-value of 2.49 which was significant because
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it exceeded the set limits of the critical value of 2.02
at the .05 level of significance with 36 degrees of
freedom.
The results do not support hypothesis three because
the group mean difference between respondent group scores
was significantly different at the .05 level (see table 4).
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.
It was anticipated that the disciplinarians would
score higher on the legalist variable than the non-dis¬
ciplinarians because this view incorporates emphasis on the
legalist theory in which actions are based predominantly on
the results of court decisions, case laws, judicial
directives and other aspects of school law. The legalist
view is characterized by emphasis on protection of the
right of the individual often to the point of excessive
rules and regulations. The findings were in contrast to
the expected outcome. This perhaps indicates that non¬
disciplinarians, while having primary responsibility for
the instruction phase of the educational program, respond
much the same way as disciplinarians to legal rules and
regulations relative to corporal punishment as a means of
controlling student behavior. The essential agreement on
how the two respondent groups scored on this variable could
be due to the following: (a) school rules and regulations
are mandated by the state and local authorities; (b) both
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groups are well aware of the student’s rights; (c) both
groups are cognizant of due process as it relates to
school law; (d) both groups, dependent on their education,
training, and experience will probably respond to legal
matters in a similar manner; (e) both groups have several
years'experience in DeKalb County high schools; and (f)
since all administrators in DeKalb County high schools
receive in-service training on the "Students Offenses and
Discipline Brochure," it may suggest that they may act in
a similar manner because of this as it relates to dis¬
cipline. Furthermore, there are instances when the non¬
disciplinarian and disciplinarian exchange responsibilities
due to absences on the part of one or the other. This
may be one of the reasons that there was significance in
this variable.
Items Pertaining to the Liberalist
Variable Sub-section IV
The instrument contains items in the liberalist
variable from solicited opinions and responses from the
subjects.
There will be no statistical significant
difference between the responses of the
disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians
on the liberalist si±>-section of the scale.
Table 4 also presents the results on the liberalist
variable. The results show a group mean for non-discipli¬
narians at 2.83 and the group mean for the disciplinarians
at 2.77 with a mean difference of .06. The standard
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non-disciplinarians. The standard error of the mean dif¬
ference between means was .127. This t-ratio of .47 did
not reach statistical significance because it was less
than the critical ratio of 2.02 at the .05 level of
significance with 36 degrees of freedom. The results in
this study support hypothesis four. The mean score dif¬
ference for disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians on the
liberalist variable indicates essential agreement in how
the two respondent groups perceived corporal punishment in
relation to liberalist orientation (see table 4). The dif¬
ference in the mean score was not statistically significant
at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was
accepted.
The "liberalist" sub-section is characterized by
(a) an excessive desire not to have rules and regulations
unless they are perceived as supporting their positions,
(b) concern for the rights of the individual which are
desired to be paramount, and (c) dissident actions to
accomplish their goals.
However, since the difference in scores for the two
respondent groups was marginal, it appears that there is an
appreciable close perception between disciplinarians and
non-disciplinarians with regards to the "liberalist" view
on corporal punishment.
There was essential agreement between the two
respondent groups, disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians
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on the educationalist and liberalist variables. The
essential agreement on these two variables might be due
to the following; (a) since both groups have five or
more years of formal education, their philosophies toward
educational and liberalist attitudes tend to be similar;
(b) their responsibilities in dealing with students in
the high schools will normally be a humanistic approach;
(c) their concern for the welfare of others, and their
concern for due process of all students; (d) their overall
approach to educational problems, and concern for the good
school-community relations.
In contrast, the findings in this study show less
agreement between the two respondent groups, disciplinarians
and non-disciplinarians, on the psychological and legalist
variables. The lesser agreement on these two variables
might be due to the fact that disciplinarians will deal
with problems based on facts, school law, due process,
student rights and responsibilities and the overall legal
aspects of education. The non-disciplinarians are expected
to react to problems on the basis of analysis and projected
outcomes rather than from a singular punitive approach.
The difference in responsibilities for the dis¬
ciplinarians and non-disciplinarians in the overall operation
of the schools might suggest that philosophies and approaches
to legal and psychological problems in the school will bring
about different responses by the two types of administrators.
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Bryant's study was designed to measure the attitudes
of disciplinarians toward corporal punishment and the
actual use of corporal punishment as a means of controlling
student behavior. In his finding, Bryant states the
following:
There was no significant correlation
between the attitudes of disciplinarians
as revealed on the Corporal Punishment
Opinionnaire and their response on five
Forced-Response Case Studies. There was
no significant correlation between the
attitudes of disciplinarians as revealed
on the Corporal Punishment Opinionnaire
and the actual incidents of corporal
punishment as reported to HEW.1
Bryant concluded that, for the most part, disciplin¬
arians had a favorable attitude toward the actual use of
corporal punishment in general in managing student behavior
in Georgia schools.
This study, in contrast to Bryant's, demonstrates
a more moderate attitude toward the use of corporal punish¬
ment as a means of controlling student behavior by dis¬
ciplinarians in DeKalb County high schools.
However, there were more similarities than differences
in how disciplinarians in this study and disciplinarians in
Bryan't study (1977) perceived usage of corporal punishment
as a means of managing student behavior. This indicates
that a fair amount of consensus exists among disciplinarians
in perception of corporal punishment even though drawn from
different populations.
^Bryant, "An Analysis of the Perceived Attitudes and
Behavioral Responses of Disciplinarians and Their Use of a
Selected Punishing Stimulus," p. 80.
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Accordingly, no contrast can be made for the non¬
disciplinarian's perception of corporal punishment because
they were not incorporated in Bryant's earlier study.
A number of factors might contribute to the similar¬
ities in response scores for disciplinarians' study on the
opinionnaire on corporal punishment. These factors could
be as follows: (a) since both study populations were
drawn from school administrators in Georgia training and
education of school personnel localized in Georgia possibly
might reinforce similar attitudes; and (b) recent emphasis
on legal aspects of corporal punishment and local state
codes may have a homogenizing effect (see Appendix E).
Summary
Chapter four focused on the data collected in this
study. There were four sub-scales where the respondents
were compared according to education, legalist, psychologi¬
cal and liberalist orientation. Each of the sub-scales were
discussed separately.
Hypotheses one and four did not reach significance
but hypotheses two and three did reach significance, A
discussion of the findings of the current study and Bryant's
study are included.
The next chapter will draw conclusions, discuss
implications and make recommendations generated by this study.
CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
The purpose of this final chapter is to draw con¬
clusions, state implications and make recommendations
from the data collected as set forth in Chapter IV. The
opinionnaire items solicited from the assistant principals
in charge of discipline and instruction deal with their
attitudes toward the use of corporal punishment as a means
of managing student behavior in DeKalb County high schools.
This chapter structure includes a discussion of con¬
clusions, implications, and a general evaluation of the
findings with recommendations for further study.
The problem in this study was to ascertain the dif¬
ferences in attitudes of disciplinarians and non-dis¬
ciplinarians with respect to the use of corporal punishment
as a means of managing students' behavior in DeKalb County
high schools.
The purposes of this study were to measure the atti¬
tudes of disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians as they
relate to the use of corporal punishment in managing
student behavior in the classrooms in DeKalb County high
-5 5-
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schools and to inform the DeKalb County Board of Education
of the findings in this study to possibly aid or assist in
determining the future use of corporal punishment as a
discipline measure.
Conclusions
From the findings in this study the following con¬
clusions are evident:
1. There is agreement about the use of corporal
punishment as a means of controlling student
behavior in DeKalb County high schools by
disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians as
measured on the educational and liberalist sub¬
sections of the scale. The definitions of these
two behaviors are as follows:
Educational Theory - Actions taken are based
generally on sound educational principles as
derived from various disciplines and past
experimental happenings. The educational
theorist is characterized by (a) a reliance on
past experiences, common sense, and educational
training, and (b) a concern for the child as
well as the school staff.
Liberalist Theory - Actions taken are often the
results of existing rules and regulations such
as that they can be used against the "system."
Liberalists are characterized by (a) an excessive
desire to have limited rules and regulations
unless they are perceived as supporting their
positions, (b) concern for the right of the
individual, which is considered to be paramount,
and (c) dissident actions to accomplish their
goals.
2. There are diverging opinions about the use of
corporal punishment as a means of controlling
student behavior in DeKalb County high schools
by disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians as
measured on the psychological and legalist sub¬
sections of the scale. The definitions of
these two behaviors are as follows.
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Psychological Theory - Actions taken are the
result of an analysis of the present situation,
the stimuli involved, and the projected outcome
of these factors. The psychological theorist
is characterized by (a) emphasis on determining
causal factors, and (b) concern for future
behavior after application of stimuli.
Legalist Theory - Actions are based predominantly
on the results of court decisions, case law,
judicial directives and other legal aspects.
Legalists are characterized by emphasis on
protection of the rights of the individuals,
often to the point of excessive rules and
regulations.
From the overall conclusions of this study, it appears
to the researcher that most high school administrators, by
the nature of their job, which is influenced by local
expectations, will deal with problems and situations relative
to student behavior in much the same way. This response
may be due to the fact that discipline, according to the 13th
Annual Gallup Poll which appeared in the 1981 September
issue of Phi Delta Kappa, continues to be the nximber one
concern of parents in schools.
Parents, through their elected representatives to
boards of education, their membership in Parent-Teacher
Associations, booster clubs and other school organizations,
exert a tremendous amount of influence on the overall
operation of the schools. Administrators who run these
schools are cognizant of this influence and will generally
respond in much the same way to policies and procedures
enacted by boards of education.
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Implications
The findings indicate the differences in attitudes of
disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians as measured by the
opinionnaire on corporal punishment. Only implications
can be drawn as to how much differences and/or similarities
might relate to the use of corporal punishment in DeKalb
County high schools.
The implications based on the findings of this study
are that:
1. There is a need for more in-service training
to prepare potential administrators to deal
with the many aspects of discipline prior
to assignent in their respective schools.
2. There is a need for more workshops and
seminars to train potential administrators
in all aspects of the instructional program
prior to the assignment in administrative
positions.
3. There is a need for some staff development
courses that coordinate the disciplinary and
instructional phases of the school program.
The reason for this change is due to the fact
that administrators in high schools frequently
exchange roles or responsibilities for various
reasons.
5. There is a need for the DeKalb County Board
of Education to examine its selection process
for school administrators in light of a desired
predisposition toward the use of corporal
punishment as reflected in this study.
Recommendations
In responding to the purposes proposed, this study
has raised a number of questions and opened up areas for
further study. These questions vary in focus and com¬
plexity; however, a study of each variable could yield
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meaningful additions to the body of knowledge relative to
the attitudes toward corporal punishment for disciplinarians
and non-disciplinarians in particular, school administrators
in general, and also to the overall discipline process in
schools.
From the evidence presented in this study it is
recommended that:
1. More studies be made on legal, and psychological
aspects of corporal punishment.
2. Students, parents, and community lay persons
have some input in the formulation of the
discipline program.
3. Short range, intermediate range, and long range
humanitarian alternatives to corporal punishment
should be explored.
4. This study not be repeated in its present form.
5. The DeKalb County Board of Education make this
study available to all of its administrators in
all twenty-two high schools. This study would
be available for administrators to get some
additional insight into the various aspects of
















TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
The investigator received permission from
James Bryant to use his instrument in this study.
The opinlonnaire on Corporal Punishment was mailed
to the investigator on September 25, 1980 with a
request from James Bryant to return the instriment
to him as soon as the investigator completes his
study.



















I am a student at Atlanta University working on my Educational
Specialist Degree in School Administration. I am currently
writing my thesis in the area of Student Behavior Management
with particular emphasis on the use of corporal punishment.
The instrument to be utilized has been developed and validated.
I would appreciate very much your taking time from your busy
schedule to assist me in my data gathering. Please respond to
the enclosed opinionnaire and personal data form. Respond
quickly with your first impression. Avoid trying to analyze
or interpret beyond what it actually states; respond only with
the answer which best expresses your feelings.
Thank you in advance for your professional opinions and your











NOTE: Please return this section to sender.
Please complete the following personal data form and include
it in your packet of materials. This information will be
kept in strict confidence. The information will be compiled
with data from other administrators to develop a profile of
those surveyed.
DIRECTIONS; Please answer each question to the best of your
ability. Any question which does not apply
should be answered ^ (not applicable) to
verify that the question was not inadvertently
omitted.
1. What is your title?
2. Race; Black White Other
3. Sex; Male Female
4. Please indicate your age range.
Below 30 41-50
31-40 51-60 Above 60
5. List your total number of years in education including
this year.
6. List your total number of years in administration
including this year.
What is your highest degree in education?7.
Appendix D
Opinionnaire on Corporal Punishment
-6 7-
-68-
OPINIONNAIRE ON CORPORAL PUNISHMENT
DIRECTIONS; The following statements are to be marked on
the basis of a five-interval continuum. Dis¬
regard any present local or state policies
concerning behavior management. Simple respond
with your first impression to each statement in
the Opinionnaire. There is no correct or
incorrect response.
A = Strongly agree
B = Agree
C = Neutral (no opinion)
D = Disagree
E = Strongly disagree
On this Opinionnaire please indicate your
personal opinions by the appropriate responses
as shown above to the left of each question.
1. Major behavioral problems in your school interfere
with the learning process.
2. A competent disciplinarian, working in conditions
that make it impossible to exercise professional
judgements, may abandon all attempts to maintain
discipline without corporal punishment.
3. The judicial process is generally ineffective in
bringing about changes in dealing with corporal
punishment unless the educator agrees with the
court's decision.
4. Spanking lays the groundwork for more and more
misconduct, quickly establishing the most victims
of all circles.
5. Parental permission for physical punishment tends
to create two classes of students—those who are
punished by infliction of corporal punishment and
those who are dealt with in other ways.
6. You, as the administrator, are the most effective
means of handling major behavioral problems.
7. Corporal punishment, because of its nature, should
not be utilized in secondary schools and only
sparingly in grades K-6.
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8. Limitations on the application and severity
of corporal punishment are often regularly
ignored by many disciplinarians.
9. Physical punishment by anyone other than the
child's parents should be strictly forbidden
because of the possible psychological effects.
10. Physical punishment is more often utilized on
children who are physically smaller or weaker
than the punisher.
11. You, as the administrator, should be the most
effective means of handling major discipline
problems.
12. To base authority on the use of corporal punish¬
ment is detrimental to the child's ability to
relate to such authority in a socially and
educationally constructive way.
13. As a result of the recent Supreme Court decision
in Baker, disciplinarians have greater legal
support for their use of corporal punishment.
14. The availability of physical punishment as a
recourse presents temptations to use it even
more, thus discouraging the seeking of more
viable alternative.
15. Corporal punishment teaches students that physical
violence is an acceptable way to resolve dif¬
ferences or enforce demands.
16. You, as the administrator, take an active part
in the encouragement of "appropriate" student
behavior in your school.
17. The school being a state agency, should be siabject
to greater limitations in administering corporal
punishment than the individual citizen.
18. Students who aren't cowed, just because they
aren't cowed, tend to view corporal punishment
as attacks on them with hostility and aggression
thus making their behavior worse.
19. Violent body punishment in youth, particularly
on the buttocks, strengthens tendencies toward
sexual aberrations in later life.
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20. Corporal punishment allows a disciplinarian to
feel that he is really accomplishing some
behavioral change when in reality he is simply
displaying his weakness.
21. The school administrator should be the one to
determine what is "appropriate" behavior in
your school.
22. The more difficult students are likely to bring
into the secondary schools more hostility to
authority and less self-discipline if they are
sxjbjected to corporal punishment in the elementary
schools.
23. Questions concerning the legality of various
aspects of corporal punishment can best be solved
in the courts. This will provide for con¬
sistency among school systems.
24. The use of corporal punishment is often a symptom
of frustration or peer pressure exerted on the
disciplinarian.
25. If a child is a behavior problem and all alter¬
native methods of management have been exhausted
other than paddling, swatting will not change the
behavioral patterns of the child.
26. You feel that the total professional staff should
determine what is "appropriate" behavior in your
school.
27. Corporal punishment should be utilized only on
individuals who will profit from it; therefore,
you must decide when this form of punishment
will be some good.
28. The violation of the integrity of a person's
body through corporal punishment should be con¬
sidered a violation of his liberty.
29. Students may prefer corporal punishment to other
forms of punishment because of hidden guilt
feelings, proof of their toughness and endurance,
or to demonstrate their unwillingness to conform
to the school's behavioral standards.
30. The use of corporal punishment inclines everyone
in the school community to regard students as
less than human and the school as dehumanizing.
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31. The student population should also be included
in rules development on "appropriate" behavior.
32. After going through a thorough procedure of
counseling, parent meeting, or recommendations
from other staff members, corporal punishment
is commonly ignored as being "too much trouble."
33. Prior to the infliction of corporal punishment
a recipient should receive a notice of the
charge, an opportunity to defend his actions, and
other procedural due process considerations.
34. In the long run physical punishment, unlike
reinforcement, works to the disadvantage of both
the punished and the punishing agent.
35. Students from low socioeconomic backgrounds are
more likely to receive physical punishment than
those from higher socioeconomic levels.
36. The current discipline practices in your school
are adequate to deal with student problems.
37. Rough and physically threatening behavior on
the part of the teacher tends to lead to dis¬
ruptive conduct on the part of the child.
38. The cruelty—physical, mental, or both—of most
forms of corporal punishment can be illustrated
but needs no proof because most forms are cruel
in their nature.
39. The undesirable emotions aroused by physical
punishment, such as anxiety or fear, do not
remain confined to the one stimulus but spread
like ripples to every aspect of the child's
activities.
40. Corporal punishment should be viewed as
intimidating and demeaning factors which must
be removed if children are to be totally free
and responsive to the process of learning.
41. If no limitations were set, changes would be
made in the current discipline procedures of
your school.
42. Corporal punishment, when used successfully,
is a way of modifying overt behavior, not of
changing basic personality structxire.
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43. The approach utilized for years by the federal
courts offers perhaps the best interpretation
of corporal punishment as it places the rights
of individuals as the center of concern.
44. Corporal punishment is a means of dealing with
the symptoms, not the cause; therefore, psycholo¬
gists will generally disapprove of this type of
punishment as a method of control in public
schools.
45. Support of corporal punishment in the schools
lends prestige to the practice and encourages
such practices outside the school in the form
of physical assaults on children.
46. Children are in a constant state of depravity
and, therefore, "must be subjected to periodic
punishments for their sinfulness."
47. Educators should stand ^ loco parentis Cin
place of the parent); therefore, they should
have the right to misbehavior.
48. Corporal punishment should be made legal in all
states so that it can be utilized as a deterrent
to misbehavior.
49. Corporal pvinishment is a totally ineffective
disciplinary device which is likely to increase
both hostility toward school authority and
behavioral patterns which in part reflect this
hostility.
50. The sex, race, or size of the punishee should be








Corporal Punishment of Students. All Area, County
and Independent Boards of Education shall be authorized
to determine and adopt policies and regulations
relative to the use of corporal punishment by school
principals and teachers employed by such Area, County,
and Independent Boards.
32-836
Same? method of administering punishment where so
authorized by an Area, County of Independent Board of
Education, Any principal or teacher employed by the
Board, in order to maintain proper control and dis¬
cipline over pupils placed under his care and super¬
vision, may in the exercise of his sound discretion
administer corporal punishment on any such pupil or
pupils; provided however, that such corporal punish¬
ment shall not be excessive or unduly severe; and
provided further, that corporal punishment shall be
administered only in the presence of one other
principal or teacher employed by the Area, County or
Independent Board so authorizing corporal punishment
hereunder.
32-837
Same; exception of principals and teachers from legal
action. No principal or teacher who shall administer
corporal punishment to a pupil or pupils under his
care and supervision in conformity with the policies
and regulations of the Area, County or Independent
Board of Education employing him, and in accordance
also with the provisions of the law (32-835-32-837),
shall where the corporal punishment is administered in
good faith and is not excessive or unduly severe, be
held accountable or liable in any criminal or civil
action based upon the administering of corporal
punishment.
Georgia School Laws, 1972
APPENDIX F
Siabstitute to Senate Bill 445
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HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE
SUBSTITUTE TO SENATE BILL 445
A BILL TO BE ENTITLED
AN ACT
To amend an Act authorizing area, county and indepen¬
dent boards of education to adopt policies relating to the
use of corporal punishment, approved March 18, 19864 (Ga.
Laws 1964, p. 673), so as to provide for certain require¬
ments in connection with administering corporal punishment;
to repeal conflicting laws; and for other purpose.
BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF GEORGIA;
Section 1. An Act authorizing area, county and in¬
dependent boards of education to adopt policies relating to
the use of corporal punishment, approved March 18, 1964
(Ga. Laws 1964, p. 673), is hereby amended by striking
Section 2 in its entirety and substituting in lieu thereof
a new Section 2 to read as follows:
"Section 2. Where so authorized by an area,
county or independent board of education, any
principal or teacher employed by the board, in
order to maintain proper control and discipline
over pupils placed under his care and supervision,
may, in the exercise of his sound discretion,
administer corporal punishment on any such pupil
or pupils, subject to the following requirements,
which shall be made a part of the order, resolution
or regulation of any such board of education
adopting a policy aughorizing the use of corporal
punishment:
(a) The corporal punishment shall not be
excessive or unduly severe.
(b) Except for those acts of misconduct which
are so antisocial or disruptive in nature
as to shock the conscience, corporal punish¬
ment may never by used unless the pupil was
informed beforehand that specific mis¬
behavior could occasion its use, and,
s\±»ject to this exception, it should never
be employed as a first line of punishment
for misbehavior.
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(c) Corporal punishment must be administered
only in the presence of one other prin¬
cipal or teacher employed by the board
of education authorizing such punishment,
and the other principal or teacher must
be informed beforehand and in the
presence of the pupil of the reason for
the punishment.
(d) The principal or teacher who administered
corporal punishment must provide the child's
parent, upon request, a writeen explanation
of the reasons for the punishment and the
name of the other principal or teacher who
was present.
Section 2. All laws and parts of laws in conflict
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